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The invention pertains to a nethod and apparatus for
reformatti ng paragraphs on a conputer screen. A plurality of
words in an area of the screen may be highlighted and a border
I's provided around the highlighted area wherein a nonentary
engagenent of a pointing device with the border results in
reformatting of the words, or objects, so as to renove breaks,
such as carriage return breaks, tab breaks and paragraph

breaks, from between the words, or objects.

Representati ve i ndependent claim11 is reproduced as

foll ows:

1. A nethod for reformatting objects di splayed on a
screen of a conputer system conprising the steps of:

selecting a plurality of objects on said screen to be
reformatted, wherein sequentially adjacent objects of said
plurality of objects may be separated by one or nore object
breaks, said selecting step resulting in the provision of a
visually nodified area on the screen corresponding to said
obj ects selected in said selecting step;

provi ding a border on said screen surroundi ng said objects
selected in said selecting step, said border being buffered a
di stance away fromsaid visually nodified area on the screen;

at |l east nonmentarily engagi ng a pointing neans at | east
approxi mately on said border on the screen to provide an
indication that said plurality of objects are to be
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reformatted, and subsequently renoving said object breaks from
bet ween said objects in response to said indication; and

reformatting said objects wthout said renoved object
br eaks.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:
For ci er 5, 220, 649 Jun. 15, 1993
Baungarten et al., Using WrdPerfect 5.1, Que Corporation,
1989, pp. 72-75, 80, 82, 89-90, 115, 305-343, 487, 490, 571-
577, 693.

Clains 1 through 20 and 24 through 26 stand rejected under

35 U.S.C. 103 as unpatentabl e over Baungarten in view of

Forci er.

Reference is nade to the brief and answer for the

respective positions of appellants and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON

Turning first to clains 1 through 8, we will not sustain
the rejection of these clains as we agree with appellants that
nei ther of the applied references suggests “providing a

border...surroundi ng said objects...said border being buffered
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a distance away fromsaid visually nodified area...” or
“engagi ng a poi nting neans at | east approximately on said

border...,” as required by independent claim1.

Wil e the exam ner recognizes this deficiency in
Baungarten, the exam ner contends that it would have been
obvi ous to have used such a border instead of the highlighted
bl ock in Baungarten as

it woul d have been an obvious choice to display the

sel ected portion so that it would be visually

aesthetic, as the buffered border was essentially a

box that surrounded the highlighted area, and the use

of a box to show a sel ection woul d have been a conmon

t echni que [answer - page 4].

As is clear fromthe instant claimlanguage, the border is
provi ded around previously selected objects. Those objects may
have been selected by highlighting. Thus, it is clear to us
that if the highlighting enployed by Baungarten has any
rel evance to the instant clainmed subject matter, it would be
akin to the selection step of claim1l and not relevant to the
provi si on of a border. There is absolutely no suggestion, in

Baungarten, of providing a border around the previously

sel ected, or highlighted, objects and we find the exam ner’s
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conclusion to the contrary nust therefore be based on hindsi ght
gl eaned from appell ants’ own di scl osure notw t hstandi ng the
exam ner’s rationale of an “obvious choice” so as to be

“visually aesthetic.”

Therefore, it also follows that since neither reference
di scl oses or suggests a border, as clainmed, neither can suggest
“engagi ng a poi nting neans at | east approximately on said

border...”

We now turn to independent claim?9.

Claim9 recites that object breaks are replaced with
spaces. The exam ner relies on page 82 of Baungarten for a
teaching that all occurrences of two spaces can be repl aced
with a single space and that the sane technique can be used to
replace two hard returns with one hard return. W agree with
the exam ner that this woul d appear to cover what is set forth

in instant claim9.



Appeal No. 96-3260 Page 6

Application No. 08/134, 214

For their part, with regard to claim9, appellants
concede, at page 8 of the brief, that Baungarten checks for too
many spaces but say “at best a user can only replace or renove
one type of object break at a tine.” In fact, this is all that

the claimrequires. Wile the claimcalls for replacing “al

obj ect breaks, there is, contrary to appellants’ assertion, no

recited requirenent in the claimthat the replacenent of *“al
obj ect breaks occur sinultaneously. Each tine the techni que of
Baungarten for replacing two spaces with one space or replacing

two hard returns with a single hard return is exercised, there

is areformatting of objects in Baungarten.

Accordi ngly, appellants' argunment with regard to the
patentability of claim9 is unpersuasive and we w Il sustain

the rejection of this claimunder 35 U S.C. 103.

Wth regard to clains 10 through 13, appellants argue that
these clains are directed to an operation of sorting objects in
a sequence in a sorted array that is a function of the position

of each of the objects on the conputer screen and that the
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appl i ed references do not suggest these |imtations. W

di sagr ee.

The exam ner points to page 90 of Baungarten, relating to
“Conpl eting the Block Operation,” and points out that there is
a teaching therein that a “Sort” operation, as clainmed, my be
enpl oyed. Appellants argue, at page 9 of the brief, that “it
appears that the sorting operation is not available with the
bl ock command” in Baungarten. Such an argunent is clearly
m spl aced in view of Baungarten’s disclosure, at page 90, that
the list of functions, including a “Sort” function, “work with
the Bl ock command.” Appellants then argue, at page 10 of the
brief, that if Baungarten does disclose a sorting operation
that functions with the block command, “the sorting operations
[sic, operation] does not function to sort the objects as a

function of the position of each of the objects on a conputer

screen” [enphasis in the original]. However, we agree with the
exam ner that this [imtation is recited so broadly as to

i ncl ude the al phanunerical sorting of Baungarten. Wen two
spaces are replaced by a single space or two hard returns are

repl aced by a single hard return in Baungarten, the words, or
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obj ects, are brought closer together, or sorted as a function

of the position of the objects on the conputer screen.

Accordingly, we wll also sustain the rejection of clains

10 through 13 under 35 U. S.C. 103.

Appel lants finally argue that clains 17 and 18 are
pat ent abl e over the applied references since they are |imted
to the operation of appendi ng successive objects in a round-up
paragraph to forma string. The exam ner points out that a
“string,” in a broad sense, is nmerely a group of words w thout
a carriage return [answer-page 20] since carriage returns are
enpl oyed to end strings. The exam ner refers to Baungarten as
providing a teaching for replacing a carriage return with a
space and concludes that the form ng of strings is therefore
“inherently” shown in such an operation as the carriage returns
separating each string are renoved. Appellants do not respond

to this reasoning.

W find the examner’s reasoning with regard to the

rejection of clainms 17 and 18 to be convincing. Wile we do
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not find an explicit teaching by Baungarten of replacing a
carriage return with a space, we find a strong suggestion

t hereof by Baungarten’s teaching that two spaces may be

repl aced by a single space and that two hard returns may be
replaced with one hard return. |In our view, this teaching
clearly would have |l ed the artisan to conclude that a hard
return may al so be replaced with a space for further
conpression of the text area. Such a replacenent, as concl uded
by the exam ner, would have resulted in the “form ng said
objects into a string in a round-up paragraph by appendi ng
successi ve objects in said round-up paragraph to form said
string in conjunction with said replacing step which forns said

string without said object breaks,” as clained.

Accordingly, we will also sustain the rejection of clains

17 and 18 under 35 U.S. C. 103.

Si nce appellants do not argue the nerits of clains 14
through 16, 19, 20 and 24 through 26 separately fromthe other

claims, they will fall with claim?9.
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We have sustained the rejection of clains 9 through 20 and
24 through 26 under 35 U . S.C. 103 but we have not sustained the

rejection of claims 1 through 8 under 35 U. S.C. 103.

Accordingly, the examiner’s decision is affirmed-in-part.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal nay be extended under 37 CFR
8§ 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED- | N- PART

ERROL A. KRASS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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